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' .The Birmingham' school district, not unlike m^any other 
districts in the Metropdlitan,;Ditroit Area, has been experiencing a 
declining student enrollment> vA committee was. appointed to make a . 
thorough study of the facilities^ and the future needs- of the school 
district' and make . reccmniendationsi The task was divided into two 
phases. The first phase was to/ conduct a study during the 1972-73 
school year to assess the ard^guacyaOf Instructional space in the 
elementary schools. Space was found beyond t^e requirements needed to 
house the declining studei;t population. As a^^result, the committee 
developed a set of criteria for :a school closing index to be^ applied 
*to each elementary J^uilding: \y\ lotpation in relation to neighboring 
schools, (2) adequacy of facili'ty, and (3) factors affecting 
enrollment. Twelve alternatives, f or solving/ the excess classroom 
spacBv prcblem were |S>udied ^and reviewed; however, the committee 
r^^commeAded closingthree schools. The rational for closiri^g-^chools 
from -the point of view of economics ai^d educational efjEiciency and 
the reasons for selecting the three ^specif ic schools to be closed are 
presented. Other factors considered *in the re'port are a schedule for^ 
closing, implications for redistricting and transportation, receiving 
schools, and disposal of closed schools. (A"uthor/MLF ^ 
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' INTRODUCTION ^ 

* ' ' ' ' 

TheT^irminghain School District, hot uTalike ma'ny other districts in the . 
Metropolitan Detroit; area, has been ^experiencing a declining student enrollment. 
Faced with-.rapidly expanding enrol lifients during the 1950*ff' an^ much of the ^ 
1960's, the district kept paca with the;growth pattern that developed by pro- ■ 
viding additional school facilities for. all its students. The expansion of ' - 
facilities was based uj^on two studies that were mad^e <iuring that period. One 
study was conducted by the Bureau of Scl^ool 'Jlesearc!;!, tl:ie Ohio State University f 
and the o'ther , was, conducted by . Vilican-Leman Associates, All indications ftom 
•both studies pointed, to continued growth through the 1970*§, 

It became apparent- to the school administrat ion" and ^"the ?oard of Education by 
1970 that the rate of growth -at ' the elementary levellhad stopped, In^fact, the 
district was experiencing a declining enr*ollment , In .1971 ,this led to the crieation 
by the Board of Education of a -Gommi.ttee 'consisting of members of the profess- 
ional staff and comniutiity residents to study'/eiementaryj facilities. The report 
submitted to the Board *of Education recommended ,£he closing of * one "elementary 
school to compensate* for declining, enrollments', ' ^ / \ / ♦ ' 

The Board, of Educatior^,, after studying^^he Faciliti^^ gtjudy 'Report presented 

to it in January of 1^72, and after si|i>eral public hear^ikg^j voted May 16, 1972, 

to close Baldwin Elementary School, effective September v\.lS72 . , ^ 



,The May 16th resolution which' authorized the closing ^qf Baldwin recognized the* 
need to consider the closing of 'a second' elementally. schobl\by September, 1973. 
The date presented in the Facilities 6tudy of 1972 S^Kgg^&ied that such action 
coul'd be taken assuming the . enrollment trend cont inued i dovrnw^rd. 

At its . November 14,. 1972, meeting that portion of the. resolution af-*^^ 16, 1972, 
calling .for the closing of a second" elementary school , in September, 1973,, was 
deleted by amendment. In its place the'Board authorized that: 



"A thorough study be made of the'^ facilities and the future needs 
of the' school district with recommendations. This study is tON.be' - 
, - conducted by 'an administrative group utilizing the P.T.A, 

representatives as a reaction panel. This panel will assist in 
determining the approach to be used, will review the data presented 
and will react to the recommendations prior to their being presented 
to the Board. .The Phase I Report is to be submitted in February. 
The Phase II Report, dealing with long-range planning,^ is to 
follow in several months."^ ^ 

During September the Superintendent of Sch'oolg appointed a fiye-man admin- ; 
istrative committee headed by Dr. Frank GoetzJy Director of Curriculum, to 
draw up recommendations based on the action (fif the- Board of Education at its 
May 16, 1972 meeting. 



Official Minutes of the Regular Meeting ay the Board of Education . 
Birmingham Public Schools, Oakland Cdunp^ Michigan. Tuesday, 
November 14, 1972. Resolution Number 12, page 26. (See Appendix A) 



/The scope of the committee's work was broadened considerably as a result of the 
/more comprehensive study required for the long-range needs of the district. 
' ■ The Board recognized this when it amended the May 16th resolution at its 
November 14, 1972 meeting/. ' * , ' 

• . . • ; * ' • i . ■ ■ ■ , , ■ ■ - - 

In addition to the appointment of the Facilities Study Committee,, the Superint- 
endent- of Schools invited each local Parent Teacher Association Board to designate 
one person from its unit , to serve as a member of 'the Reaction Panel. 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM * * ^ . 

i The F^Git'ities Study^ Committee interpret^ its charge from the Board 
of Eiilafcation to be to con'iuct a study of the physical plants owned 
'and 'Operated by the district and to. make ^^ecopmendations that . answer 
the following questions: 

1. bo present facilities .meet present needs of the district? 

2. Will these facilities adequately meet the needs of the 
district for the foreseeable filture? ^ . / - I • 

■ 3. poes the district, have facilities that will not be needed 

to adequately carry on the educational 'program for the 
foreseeable future?^ " . ' 



COMMITTEE PROCEDURES 



Upon reflection it became bbvious that to complete the study within 
the scope of the charge of- the B-oard of Education as it was interpreted 
,by the School Kacilities Committee^would require a minimum of two v 
years. The members of the committee agreed to divide the task into^ 
two phases: % 

Phase I Conduct a^study during the 1972-73 school year to^assess 

the adequacy of instructional space in Birmingham's 
elementary schools ^or housing existing instructional 
programs an/i possible p^rogr'ams in light of enrollment 
trends and projections. 

Phase 11 Conduct a study' during the 1973-74 school year to^assess 

the adequacy of instructional space in Birmingham's 
secondary schools for housing existing instj^uct ional 
rograms and possible future programs in light of enroll- 
lenU trends anj^ projections. In addition, the committee 
1 assess the adequacy of all instructional facilities 
for"^ future use> 




2 See Appendix B 
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*Th4 conrnilttee'inet on a weekly schedule ^rom October, 1972, through the middle 
of: June, .1973. The, purpose of these meetings: 



^ 1 . 

.3. 




Plot Xhe direction of the committee's activities. 
Determine the kinds of data that needed, to be studied. 
Analyze and record the data that was gathered. 
Prepare repprts. for ts-he Citizen Reaction Panel' meetings and 
^ : ' follo.wing such meetings review the Panel's reactions in light 
" : . «* of the committee's^ d^eliberations' as it progressed .toward 

,^ recommendations for the Board. ; . - 

The coipmitt^'e maintained contact with the Reaction Panel throughput Phase I of 
tjhe study. • Six meetings were held with its membership. The purpose of these 
meetings was.. 'to • secure input and reaction as the Facilities Committee studied 
data pertinent to the study and as it develot^^ its tentative and final 
^ecomraeridat ions . ' . 

The FaciliV-ies Committee found it necessary to consider a variety of data 
prelimirhftty to^the fcftmulation of its report to the Board of Education, : 
Some of these included: 

K 

1. Review of buirding capacities and room use under the 
existing instructional program of each building»g^ 

2. ^ The history of district enrollment' as well as enrollment 

projections for the. public and nonpublic schools. 

3. .National and regional population trends, ♦ 

4. Age and condition of the district's elementary buildings. 

5. Geographic location, of buildings. • • 

6. Alternative uses for school facilities . 

7. Transportation data. 

8. Estimates of operating posts* for elementary schools 
'* - * 9\ Potential growth areas in the district. 

The appendix provides a review ,of much of the information, collected for Committee 
and Reaction Panel use. , • . " _. 

The committee had at its disposal, enrollment studies prepared by the Child 
Accounting Department using the rate .of student survival* method. It also 
contracted with the *Westinghouse learning Corporation to develop enrollment 
projections through its planning model entitled Computer Assisted Proiection 
Enrollment' "'(CAPE) > ^ ' ' 

It became obvious very early in the study that the district had surplus space 
beyond its requirement to house the declining sttident population. As a tesqlt, 
the committee developed a set of criteria it would consider in the event it wished 
to recommend the closing of any elementary buildings. The^se criteria eventually 
b,ecame a school closing index to be applied to each elementary building. This 



s:: . — , ' 

tinghouse Learning Corporation, DKR Division' 

80 Hanover Street, Palo Alto, California 84304, 
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index was based on three iriftj>or crite/ia: 



1. Location i^fiTfelation tfo neighboring schools, 
, 2. Adequacy 0^ facility.' V 

3. - Factors ajEfecting enrolment, 

The conclusions'^upon xi^rch'tUe committee's x/econunendations are based aYe reported 
in the next section -6f the report. They have l^een reached;af ter thorough 
consideration the ^in^ny facets, of a v^ry complex and ^sensitive problem. 



CONCLUSIONS 



As a ifesult'of the Facilities Committee's extensive study of our 
elemeritary schools, the following conclusions were reached: ' ^ 

1.' There is considerable excess ^space in our elementary ^ 
facilities, due to our continuing declining enrollmejit. 

As many as three elementary schools-could be-'closed 
and not crea-t.e" crowded conditions in the remaining 

schools . . . ' 

, t . ' 

No schopl is so unsafe^or inadequate that it ^should be 

closed on thesfe grounds,. 

4 Though there are adva^itageis in having: a school's enrollment - 
<^ ' maintained within an optimum r^nge (450-600) none of our 
schools need be»closed for educational program reasons, y 



There seems to be only one major rea'son that would justify 
' closing schools and that tjoiild be a need^ to save op.erating 



funds . 



Unless thenf Inancial picture changes significantly in the 
months and years to come, the Birmingham District will 
experiend^e financial problems. 



4a. * 



RECOMMENDATIONS 



In view of 6ur excess capacity • 

the possible need to^save opeirat^ng ^u^ids- 
the 'obligation to operate the school ^stenj 
economically and effectively 
- <^ the desire of parents to keep neighborhood schools- open 



two\al\ternat^ives seem appropriate to consider: 

A. Cl/qse one or more elementaj'y schools, 

B. Vqte additional millage to keep all schools open. 



1/ 



II. 



If th6/Board determines thjat closing one- or m6re schools would be in 
the h/st interest of the district, the Facilities Study Committee 
recommends : • *- 



s rtany as three schools. may be ccjnsidered for closing 
d they are; 



Adams 

Bloomfie.ld Village 
Franklin 




Clojpe' two schoo 
year and'close^va 
1974-75 school 




effective the end of the 1973-74 schoot 
rd school effective the end of the 



If schools are closed ^d income is realized from the sale 
of these facilities and property, the committee recommends 
*that^ these monies be reserved for improving, our remaining , 
buildings and- sites. * * 



In view of our declining ehrollment resulting 'in 
elementary school facilities, it ' is hi-ghly unlikely thjq xiivs^^rict- 
will have need for additional building sites. ^ 



Therefore, the Facilities Study Committee recommends* -^o.^ 
the Board of Education that the Hickory LaAe 
property located* west of Telegraph Road, 
South" of Thirteen Mile l^oad t»e sold. , 
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 



During the course of the study the Qoinmittee generated and solicited' suggest 
ions that might have potential for solving the . district * s excess elementary 
classroom space probleiri. Twelve of;these "Alternative's*^ were studied by the 
Committee and. reviewed with the Reaction Panel. ^ ^ . 1. 



Alternatives 

A. Utilize more classrooms by low-. 
. ' ering the .average, alass size for 
the district , 

^alance elementary enrollment tc 
. ptwXde for, better utilization 
.'bf- spacj^ in buildings. 

C. Share classroom space with ad-^ 
: jacent districts^ -■ 

tf. Utilize one or ,m6re of our build- 
ings or a portion thereof on 
"Semi-voucher Plan". % 

E. Varying patterns of organ*izat ion. 



Committee's Act^iori ■ ^ > 
A, Rejected: too costly. 



B. " Rejected: not a solution. 



No interest, 



D* Rejected: Need^otS: apparent 



E. Hold: This would compound the 
\ problem. Study in Phase 2^ 



F. Close one or more elementary 
buildings. 

G. . ^Initi^te P're-school 'program. 



L'tilize orie or^more of our J^uild- 
ings or portions jihereof for a 
vocat ional- techirlcal schbol . 

Establish Contiauihg Education 
r.GOter (s) . ' ' j^' 

Operate one or more buildings on 
a reduced budget. 

Use of faciliti-es for college- 
course v^ork^beyond grade twe-lye . 

'Establish a Learning Resource 
Center in each school. 



I. 



J . 



L. 



F. Supported: See Commit;te0 
. Recommendations . 

G. ^Hold: , Has some support. Study 

in Phase 1. ^ 

H. Rejected- Need not 'apparent. 



J . 



Hold : Has' poss ibilibles . ' Cost 
factor. Study in Phas>e 2j 

. ^ - ^ ' 
Supported: ' Implemented by Board 

See Appendix D. 



Rejected: Need not apparent, 



L. supported: ' Being ' implemented by 
the Bd-ard, 1973-7A.; ■". 
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Alternatives C,; D, HV ^nci K, were rejected .for the rpasons^cited. E,' G, 

and 1> may hav^^uture posf itiiHties and will be considered further in Phase 
1.1 Qf'the st^idy^ Alternatives L, Establishing J^earning ReScfurce Centers, 
■.is being imp leine^it^a^y. the Bo'atd. The committee recOgrv^ized the merit, of 
:this innovation and actively supported its initial study, development and 
implementation. ' w . ' ■ , Jf. ^ ■ ■ ■ . ' 

Alternative J has already been 'impleTnente^; ' Afte^ soine considerable' study 
.and discussion with principals, the committee recommended that the custodial 
staff be reduced ia certdi^in buildings 'for the '1973-74 school year.. (See 

lendation was macfe in early 'Jun^ be fore the con- 
study for two reasons,, First, the committee^ felt 
could be saved durjing 1973-74. Secondly, in" ordier - 
latibn for 1973-74 it needed to ^e made beforeTthe 



Append!:^ D). This reco: 
"cliision'of fhase I of th 
that some operating cost 
tb .implement the recotnme 
clos« of the ,197 
l^esult .in savings 

^ The final 
report an 




^choo^i year. Implenient ing thisArecori^e^dation will 
approximately $44,000 fdt the. 1J73-74 school year. 

IternAtive F, Gtosiiig of Buildinjj^s^ is the, major focus of this 
is dial t , with in the recommendations ^section. 



{ 



Clasing a schoo-tris usually a* sad 'undertaking and generally is done 
with^-^^gret by a-^Board of Education. -When enrollments decl i^e 
significantly, leaving excBSs Vp^ce , a Board i^*Eaced with th^ 
decis.i^rf to determine whether facilities should be closed, put tp 
other ^se, cttritinue to operate 'at tlie higher unit cost.*- 

The Facilities Committee believes it is the right and' obi igat ion o 
the citizen tax payers of the district, through, their elected Boar 
of Education, to decide whether a school(s^ should be closed to 
save moiky, or left opren ar^ afford the conveniences. The committee 
has, therefore worded its recommendation in this regard so a« to 
leave that yalu'^ judgment to the Board 

r 



RATIONALE FOR CLOSING SCHOOLS 



/ 



The conrm^ittee-wishes to document t];iat should th'e Board choose to close 
a school(s) it would be- justified in doing^ so from the point of view ^ 
of economics and educational efficiency. 



f 
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From 1|J^68 to 1972-73,' elemenC|ry enrollments have declined from 

p/oj£ 



9,35^0, 7,169, a loss of .2,185-.^ ' Using p/ojections provide^ by 
a Westinghouse 'Data Processing Service,^ .elementary enrollments are 
eXpect-ed to continue to decline as' follows: . • .. 

1973-74 6678 , : L . " 

- ' y ^974-75 6177 

opVimum capacity of our 1'^ elementary scfhool 
d^ifference-betfween the optimum capacity of 
1974"-^ proje^Tited enrollment is 2,193 which represe 
If ^Te-'W^e to bfi conseirvative and use the »I^73-74: pr 
>^he excess capacity «nou Id be 1,692. ^ ' ■ 



(1974-75) 



'8370 capaMty 
ft6177 ' . 

2193 




-74 is 8370./ 

schoolg and" the 
excess capacity, 
cted. enrollment , 



74) , 



Additionally, during - 1972-73 ther^ were 3^, expess classrooms not,- 
vitally needed. This number o'f exces5yias_^rooms is expe,cted tSt^ _ 
increase to .41 in 1973-743 and' perja^(l?s to' more than 50 in'J.974-Z5. 
This data suggests that- on a district bas'is we do indeed have, 
sufficient excess capaci-j^'y to close a s many as three schools; _ 

Th'e foregoing figures 'are based on p-ffrtial implementation of the 
Learning Resource Centef Concept (LRC) . ' During l'972-73 four S^aKools 
hsid such cfenters. Establishing a LRC reduces the capacity of each 
school by approximately 54 dye to the necessity of reserving^two 
rooms for each center. Durtng f^73-74 pldri,s call for imp 1 em%n t vtig 
an additional three ' Learning Resource Center's .at the elementary lev^ 
for a total of seven. * - r > 



in order to provide for the, estab],ishirient of Learninrg^eWrce ^Centers , S," 
It is necessanry to make an adjustment jn tJae»-"op^imi^' capacity. of each 
school and of the district as & whple. ^ Qapacity data becomes important 
only' when nplated to the closing of schoS^." If schools were not to be 
closedVthis data would not have such relevlhce. Thereforo^ an adjusted 
distri6t capacity' figt^ for 14 schools' has been determined assurnmg 
that Adams, Bloomf iel JFiHage and Franklin are closed and assuming a 
Learning ResourCte Center is established in e^ch 'of the^e rema'ining schools 
iii the years' to .come, , ^ ' ■ 



5 These, figures "do not ihqlude the approximately 110 to 130 special 
education students we accommodate each ye^r. <see Appendix E) ^ 

6 Appendix F and G ' 

7 App.endix H ' ^ * ' / ^ 
8' Appendix 1 ' 
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Optimum total capacity*of lA remaining schoClg. . i? 

\ (Th^'s does not allow for special educ^ation, LRC's ^d 

department office rbom-.use) V-- 



14 Schools' X 2 LRC rooms 
' . • . ' Special Ed. 
• Dept . Offices 

• • - . TOTAL , 



=^ 28 rob^is 

f= * 5 rooms • ^ . . 

==^- '5 . rooms ; ' * * 

38 rooms Q 27 =. 



-7,614 



.-1,026: 



Adjusted optimum capacity of 14 remalxxing ^cl^ools ' * ^ 

•(Allows for /Special education >nd' department .of f ice use> "--6,588- 



Projected enrol Ime"^!: for 1974-75 



^6,177/ 



CRITElilA FOR CLOSING SCHOOLS 

H^ving;-determined. that' in terms of excess space, 'the district ^pould close 
.as many, as"- three /schools at^d still have sufficient capacity, to comfortaiily 
^ccoinmdaate all its students', the cpmmittW needed to determine which 
•'schools Snight be considered for closing. A set of -"School Closing 
Criteria" wete deve^lbped.^ ' 

y * the'school Closing Criteria wer^ applied by the committee to-'each of ^ 

/the 17 elementary ^ schools. It was determined tljat i3ne school could be. 
closed in" the area eas^ of Woodward (Adams >" Harlan,. Pembrol^e , Torry) 
on^'in -the western :5ection (Bingham Farms^ Fraijklin, Me:ado)^ Lake, . 
Walnut Lal^), and- one in the north central area of> the district, 
(Bloomfield Village, Midvale, Westchester) . Applying the closing , 
criteripprodu<:ed a numerical "School Closing' Index" } , The school ( 
^ with tHphighest '^Closing Incfex" in each qf the three clustery j^as 

selected* by the committee to be recommended for possible 'closing. 



THREE CHOICES FOR CLOSING: ADAMS, BLOOTIFIELD VILLAGE, ANt) ^FRANKLIN ; ' .• 

Adams, ' in .the eastern section, was selected r.ather than Torry, Pembroke 
or Harlay for a number of reast»ns. . * ' . ' . 



•1. 



Adams is the oldest building east of Woodward. It/s major, 
maintenance needs are greater .than the ioiiyer. njor^ modern 
.schools . . r. 

Adams has .three floors as opposed to a single level in each 
of the other schools. A single level £pr an elementary school 
i^^desirable from" both a maintenance and an educationai point 
of^ view. ' ^ 



9 Appendix J, 

10 Apendix L 

11 Appendix K 
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The size of the Adams site is a liability for' both playground 
space and parking. , - . .. \ * , 

Closing Harlan or Torry we^u^fj . ^^ll ""^^^^^ busing . 

operation thali v;ould be thc^' . ■ . 

\Hth the choice being betwe viioke, the fact 

that Pembroke • is> a better edu^au ^w..,. l lo^ility than the 
older Adams build ing.wps a major factor. 

t*- * ' ' ' 

Bloomfield Village ^ in the central -area , was selecCed rather than 

"^Skust Chester or Midvale -f o-r '^ome of these reasons: - . ' 

1. Both Westchester and MidVaVe are. newer, more modern schools ^d 
are ccJPPFlned to one f-lbot^ where^as BlcTomfield has an older two- 

V . ^ . * 

^ • ^story section, ' 



2, Ongoing maintenance is less 'or*fi problem at Midvale and Westchester 
' - "and . the potential for major- .maintenance needs are greater at 
Bloomfield vttlage, 

3/^ All students f ro^ri^ioomf ield Village could probably be accommodated 
^ at Westchester. ,lf necessary, some could be assigned to Quarton. . 

4. The "fact thatsthe pr inc ipal serves bo£h Bloomfield Village and 
Westchester woul'^kVn'^ure an easy '^adjustment for ti^sf erred 
students and tcaclvi^s and would provide for 'continuity with 
^ parents. . ^ ^ f. 

One major problem would have to he solved, viz., getting Bloomfield 
Village children across Maple Koad . -This could he done through use 
of a light and c| crossing guard, busing all students, or^building an \ 
ove. r p a s s c ro s swa I'lc. ■ ' ^ 

. Vranklin was selected ratlie r than B ingham . Fnrms , Meadow Lake, or Walnut 
Lake for a variety of rea.sons. 

1. Walnut Lake" is loqated in the extreme end of the district where 
there is some potential for growth. Tn addition, it is a better 
educational facility with a larger capacity than 1-ranklin. That 
leaves Meadow Lake , ,Frankl in and Bingham Farms. 

2. Meadow Lake and BingiiAm Farms arc botl| excel lent educational 

f.icilities being newer, more modern, and on one floor. 



3. 'Franklin is older, has thr^e levels, is more difficult to 
„ mainta-in and is loca.ted on a hill which presents problems^- 

in the winter?. • \^ 

. 4. 'FrankLin's enrollment -is lowland declirrirrg. 

^ ^ ^ • ■ if 

The capacity of Franklin is the lowest 4Df the schools in ^t bat ^ 

section^f the distri'ct. ' nfortunatefe tj||||,ent ire 230 children 
would need to be ^used Frank ^ wdjfr iWed. This would, 
'1 'however Aalso be the en. 'ner x,7estern schools, 

were closVd.* 

It should be made clear that each of these" ^thijii^.schoo Is co%ild cont;inuie 
to operate well as ed\lcational facilities if t^e Board desires- to keep 
them open. However, if choices are. to be mad^ based on the criteria 
discussed, it is t|ie committee's judgment tl)^t these 'three schools be 
considered for closing. 

SAt^'INGS TO BE GAIKED BY CLOSING* ' . " ^ 

> 

After reviewing the many factors bearing ion the justification foreclosing 
a school (s) ^n B irminghaTfi', the coinmittee determined there is perhaps 
only one.,„^^d th^ would be to save money. Appendix M shows that by 
closing 'Franklir( and BlQomfield Village 'in 1974-75 the district could 
save approximately $138,400 per year. Closing Adams would add an 
' additional $86,700- for a ^total of $225„100 per year. From these 
estimates would 'have to be substracted costs resulting from closing. 

ANNUAL RECURRING COST « 

Additional tran-spor tat ion costs could be as much as $9,000 per year. 
ONE TIME COSTS ' ' " . 

• (L . Alleviating safety hazzards. (Getting Bloomfield Village Chifdren 
f across Maple Road). AdditiorAl costs could be as high as $9,000 
annually for transportation or $50,000 on a one time basis for a 
pj^destrian overpass. 

2. yoving costs: $3,000 to $5',000 per school. 

3. Disposal. costs. 

It would be reasonable to assume that some or all gf these costs could 
be par^iall^y or totally offset depending on what is ultimately done 
with the building and site of the closed school(s). 



II 
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scfeduLe for closing 



We suggest' the fo 1 lowing schedu le for closing the three recoinmended 
schools: 

A.. Close BloQTTifield ViU^age artd Franklin at the end of the 1973-.74 . 
school year. 

- B. Close Adams vat the end ^^M[i| 1*974-75 school year. 

'^lur, recommended plan P%^P|^^Hb orderly transition from 17 

'elementary Huildings ^o^^^^^^Hr "^^^^ two-year period. We feel 
i't. rs wiser to close onl^P|p(BR-ls at the end- of this current 

- school year because of the* many^ problems and tasks involved -in re- 
loci-lting students, staff, supplies,' furniture, and equipment^. It takes 
muc/i staff time, particularly from our own maintenance and plant opera- 
tidn staff to prepare for Ihe mo<re , and 'then actually relocate the 
furniture «and equipment including call of the instructional supplies. 
Additional rationale supporting our recommendation include th'e significant 
problems' involved in attempting to dispose , of the vacated buildings; 
^putting three buildings or properties on the market at the same time 
TT^ight be^*disadvantageous. Also, each successive school year provides 

■ us with ^ore accurate enrollment projections. The recommended two- 
step closing plan will provide us with a greater insurance against 
^ a possible reversal In euro 1 Ifnent - trends . 

The two s^ialler schools were selected to be closed Tirst for two 
reasons: ^ First, the fn<^ss capacities in these two sections of the 
district are somewhat hi^ier than the situation in the Adams area; 
and Secondly^ tl^fs allows us to relocate approximately half of the 
800 students current Iv enrolled in tiie three schools each of these 
two years. ^ v • ' 



IMPLICATIONS FOR KKD I STR U:T TNC ,y^^^ 

The committee recognizes that an inevitable result of closing schools 
is the changing of attendance area boundaries. One of the criteria used 
by the committee in selecting the three schools recommended for closing 
was the proximity of adjacent elementary schools. Boundaries can be 
redefined with nearby schools 
involved in any one closing. 

room to accommodate the children who have been displaced. 



witli no more than three receiving schools 
In each instance, there w i 1 1 be - enough 



The committee has not dev^^loped a detailed red i s t r i c t i ng plan^. Such a 
study should he initiated by the administration while the committee's 
reeoHTmendat ions are under consideration. The committee felt, however, 
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0 it would-be helpful to show what would be the effects of redistrict- 

-rag as regards to the ability of receiving schools to accojjimodate^ 
^ redistricted ftu^ents. Therefore, Chart I was prepareSlT^ ^ 

■ J' 

RECEIViNG SCHOOLS . ^ . , 

Closing any one or all, three of these ^uiWings would not overcrowd 
those schools t.hat would receive the redistricted students. Examina- ^ 
tion of Chart I shg^g this quite .clearly. Ther^ are othec^edistr ic t- 
ing comh^^lonFi anci ■ U would be exp 1 • - ciding on the 

be/5t ^^Kl 

% 

* • CHART I , ' * • ' 

CLOSED SCHOOLS AND ACCOMMODATION CAPACITIES OF RECEIVING SCHOOLS 



School to 
be Closed 



ADAMS . 



BLOOMFIi: LD 
VILLAGE 



FRANKLIN 



Rece iving 
Schools- 



Harlan 

Pembroke 

Torry 



Quarton 
Westchester 



Capac ity^' 



675 
594 
459 

1728 



Pro 1 ec ted 



1973-74 



567 
378 
945 



Bingham Farms 
Meadow Lake 



486 
513 
999 



446" 
517 
447 
393 
1803 



245 
566 
169 
980 



270 
306 
380 
956 



Enrolltnent 



1974-75 



400 
447 
422 
373 
1642 



222 
535 
172 
929 



245 
270 
356 
871 



These capacities are adjusted to allow for installation 
of a Learning Resource Center which requires two rooms. 
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IMP1.1CATI0NS FOR TRAiN SPORT AT ION " "N^' ' 

Closing a school can and usually would result in the- necessity of 
assigning students to a school that as farther from their home. In 
Birmingham our transportation policy calls for transporting all 
eleme,ntary children who live beyond one mile from their designate 
sphoo'l. Closing either Adams, Bloomfield Village or Franklin would 
ptobably result in additional gbsts. Charts, IT and III show present 
costs aud approximations of additibnal costs , ^ 



Cl-IART,II TRANS^TATION COSTS 1972-73 



School 


Enro 1 Iment 


Students 
. "feused • 


Percent 
- • Bu^ed 


No. of 
Bua^s 


Approximate 
Costs 


Adams 


474 




12 


2 


• $ 6,000 


Bloomfield V. 


252 


78.' 


31 


- 2 


6,000 


Frank 1 In 

\ 


302 


164 


54 


^4- 


12,000 
$24,000 "~ 



CIIART 11^ ADDITIONAL TRANSPORTATION COST? ir*SCHOO<^S ARE" CLOSED 



Schoo 1 


1974-75 
Enro 1 Iment 


Students to 
be Bused 


Percent 


No. of 

Buses 


Approx . 
Costs 


Additional 
C^s ts 


lUoomfielci V. 
Frankl in 
Adams 


210 
208 
372 


' 84 

208 
186 


40 
100 
50 


2 

. 5 
4 

i 


6,000 
15,000 
12,000 


-0- 
3,000 
6,000 


$33,000 
- — 1 


$9,000 



. Tlie estimated costs are approximate and based on an average cost of 
. $3,-000 per bus run. ij If Bloomfield Village were closed and all 210 
students were transported, five buses would be needed. The cost would 
be about $15,000 on an annual basis. This would add $9,000 to the 
total cost of transporting those children. 
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DISPOSAL OF CLOSED SCHOOLS » 

iWhen a school is closed the Board 9f Education must dispose of the 

uilding and site in a way fhat'will ierve the best interests o£ 
the district. Some- o f 'the pps-sible alternatives could include: 

Sel 1 ing the proper ty to the ' h i-ghes t b idder . 

Rent t^ie facility, . 

Use the facility for purposes othet than as a .school, 
i.e. , admin istration building, sp^'cial education,, ^' 
community 6ducation,etc. 

4. Close and "mothball" it for a period of time. ' , . 

There are very probably other viable possibilities that co'^ld be 
pursued, The'disposal method, depends, in part, on the needs of the 
district. To Che extejit practical, it. would be to the advantage of. 
Dhe district tO;, know ahead ^of time what the dispostition was agoing to 
be. Unfortunately this is not often possible. ' ' 

The committee recognizes -that determination of what will be done with 
a closed school is "an important consideration. 'This consideration, 
liowever, is not a major determining factor in the decision to close 
if the closing is dictated by a need to reduce operating costs. If 
it can be demonstrated that substantial savings can in fact be made 
by closing the scVool, the disposal question becomes secondary^ and 
can be worked out following the closing. Therefo^re, the committee 
will not plan to make recommendations re disposal until the Board is 
closer to or has decided that a school(s^ will be closed. 



\ 



FEASIBILm' OF^ DISPOSING OF TIIE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING ^ 

In the previous sect ion, of the report it was pointed out that the 
committee will not make recommendations for^ disposal of any -school 
property until decisions are closer to becoming finalized. We are, 
*• however, adding this' section concern ing • the' possible disposal of the 
Administration Building to our report, because of the frequency of 
^ wliich the subject is discussed by both our committee and the Citizen 

R (faction Panel. ^ , . . 

I 

^ From a recent issue of Nat ion ''s School s , it appears other di*^tricts 

have faced a s imilar dilemma illustrated in the foil owing c^uote, 
"Where s chads -are located in residential districfe-s, 
sell ing becomes far more difficulty One sugges t i on : 
-^7^ Sell the central ^admin is t rat ion building if it has good 
commer::^ ia 1 value and move the district offices td a 
vacated ."School." 



N.-ition's School, February, 1973 edition, 
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The Bimingh^EpViiP Schools administrative offices are currently 
housed in a ^^^y4^o Id building* with reasonably high commercial 
value. It is^^^^»the building would be very ^saleable, perhaps 
at or''above tlle^^orifinal construct ion , cost . The building was com- 
pleted in 1969 at an 'approximate cost of $800,000. 

Selling the Administration Building as opposed to at temp,t in^^to dis 
pose of one of the buildings recommended to be closed would ha^e two • 
-advantages: Fir^t, it is possibly worth more financially and easie,r-, 
to sell; and secondly, it would add a valuable property to the tax^ 
role, increasing the t-ax base'oF'the district. 

Ther.e are' alsio several Cactors- which might be cons idejrdlMisadvantages 
as follows: First, any elementary building will r equ.i^l^xteteiv^ 
and perhap.s expensive renovation and remodeling which might e^t up a-ri, 
significant portion of the financial advantage gained .by selling the J 
Administration Building; secondly b'ecause the' bond issue which 
financed the construction of the Administration Building is relatijyeiy ^ 
new, ie is quile po;3sible that all monies received from the sale oE 
the 'building would necessarily need to be placed back into. the debt 
retirement", h^nce, no rponey would be freed for, other use; and thirdly, / 
the -question /f zoning (necessary for a high commercial value of the 
Administrati/n Building) would need to be resolved because the proper 
^s currently zoned for public use only. ^ * ^ 



ADVICE OF TIEE REACTION P'ANIiL 



The Reaction Panel served 'a ver'y useful function in the de ;ibeVat ions 
of the Facilities Committee. The advice and counsel given by this ^ 
representative citizens group influenced the mode of operation and 
the recommendations of the committee. In addition to some of those _ 
"influenced" decisions and recommendations discussed elsewhere in this 
report, four items of "Reaction Panel Feedback" need to be highlighted. 

1. The majority of Reac^tj/pn 'Pane 1 members strongly agreed 'that 
■ enrollment circumstances suggest that closing one or more 
elementary schools yould be justified if the need to save 
money is clear. 

If the Board determines that there is 'indeed a need to saVe 
operating funds, a majority of the Panel would support conduct- 
ing a millage increase sufficient to keep all schools open. 
If such a millage vote' failed the Panel would support the 
closing of one or more schools. 

3 In the event a millage increase to keep schools open failed, there 
was some support for a longer range more, drastic school closing 
plan. This would call for a study of th'e year round school con- 
cept with the intention of implementing it if it proved to be 
in tlie best interests of the district and if it received wide 

19 



citizen support. Such a plan would require a, smaller, district 
student capacity- and could result , in the closing of additional 
schools: , ' . . ^ 

There was very strong panel support for "plowing back" into 
the educational program any savings gained by closing schools. 
. Panel vmembers opposed • sav ing money for the sake of. just saving. 
Their unanimous plee was to improve our educational program. 



DIS^DA/ANTAGES Of CLOSING SrilOOL 

.1 , 

' Obviously there are some disadvantages that result from cT^^osing a 
school(s). The advantages of saving on operating and my^intenanc^e 
costs must b^ weighed' against other negative factors, 
\. • . ^ . . 

. ^ 1» Perhapes?" the mokt diffic,ult problem to soIvq- is assuribjg pajrents 
♦ . whose sehbol, is to be closed that their redistricted cotldren 
will receive an equally good educi^tidn in their new school.- 
Attachments are made over the years to a\ school and closing it ~ 
b^om^s ^n. emot ioa-la'^'en issue.*^ U ' , 

2. R^oving a school from a ne;LgJiborh6od and requiring many students ^ 
. , po ei.ther walk farther '^to school or be tus^d . is strongly disapproved 

' l^ymbst parents. -The convenience of having a nearby 'schools is 
highly prized. 

\ ■ ^ " 

3. Transportation costs would increase. Implications of increased 
transportation costs were^discussed previously. Also note 
Append ix*N. ^ . ^ 

4. Prelections of future enrollments are difficult to determine. 
Over a 5 to 10 year period too many factors may be involved to 
allow for accurate predic^ons. Such things as changes in 
parochial school operations, growth areas iti the district^^ 
•reduced or ''incre^^sed birth rate, fluctuations in the econamy, 

among others, may thro^' pro j ections off significantly. To 
the best of the ability of the Facilities Committee to do so, 
within budget • limitations , these^kinds o'f unknowns haue been 
considered. * " . / 



Disposal oi closed schools can bo a diflicult task. This was 
discussed eaflier. 



12 /\ppendix 0 
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^ PHASE II • .. -.^.1 

iu the- early weeks of the Facilities Study, it became apparent that it 
would make Sense to study the excess spacfe p:«oblein of the elementajy 
schools first and later to study the secondary schools. This was due 
to the fact that the large enrollment loss has been at the elfementary 
level for some years and is only now' beginning to be -felt at the 
secondary leveL. , , , • ' ' 

The cyoriimittee, therefore, decided to study the elementary schools first ^ 
and make recpmmendat ions re their excess spa^problem. %is, of course,- 
tes been ;ipim.,aDi:the recommendations in thiJ^report i:^):^sent the results 
of Phas'e t of the Study. ' • /' ■ 

Phase II will begin in .September of 19 7 l^'^'^he. intention will be^J«-look- 
c'iSarefully at our secondary .schools as as to, assess elementary b^iildings 

to detentiirte their adequacy as educational facilities in the future. Some 
attention <^ill 'be given to assisting tWe district in determining the 
advisabilixty of implementpg a different kind of. organizational plan, 
the middle school, trying a year-round school plan, and othets. 

c , 

Presently the eoimnit tee ' s plans caU for a Phase II report in February of 
1974. ^ , • * 



FACILITIES STUDY COMMITTEE 

Dr. Frank Goetz-, Director of Curriculum, Chairman 
Dr'. George Hallock, Director 6f Pupil Services 
Mr. Daniel Nesbitt, Deputy Superintendent for Instruction 
Dr. Vernon Oxerlder, Deputy . Super intendent for Administrative . Services 
Ifr. Jamee O^Neil, Director^of Physical Plant and Transportation 
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^2 ' • • S'n.'DY OF l-ACIl-ITIKS .AND NI- F,DS 



Resolved^ that Resolution 1, ckjjie May 1^, \^12 meeting reg^rditig the 
^ . . Qlosing of an Elementary SchoaKbe .amended bv the deletion 

' , of the amendment adopted at that time which read: 

■'.Close anothci: clenientary 'School b\j September, 1^73, after 
' puropcr safety precautions for students have been provuied, and 
^"^ - a' recommendatiofij as tu^|Kc*h school has been m:ide by a 

studvj (:onimittee. * - 

' * 

Be It farther resolyeiJ, that ' • , 

A thorough study be niade uf the facilitres and the future needs 
of the school district with recommendations as to the school 
or 'schools which cotild \h closecsi. This study is to be conducted 
bv an administrative ^roup utilizir the P. T.«A'. "Represc^ntatives 
to rhc' Board as a reaction\panel. This panel will assist in 
' determining the approach t\ be used,' will review the data 
presenteci, and will react to\he reconlmendations prior to thci/ 
being presented lo-ihe Board. ' Xlie^J^^ report dealing with 
elcmentarv school closing is to Lx^ submimsd in, Februa rv. " The, 
Phase II report dealing with long range plannyg is to follow m 
seve months 



> 



Explanation: The continued loss in enrollment and the excess ;ivailable capacity of the 
buildings suggests strongly that one or more sclVool buildings might be 
closed in the near future. Tliis resolution conlirais the previous action 
of the Board in requesting a study and determines the specific nu^thod for . 
"involving citizens. However, 'it frees the study group from a predetermina - 
- tion of the outcome of that study. I^^or example, none, tfne, cjr more than 
one sc'nool. may be recommended for closing, and the time schedule for 
c losing may di ffer. 

■ ■ ■ ' R 12 . . 

'appendix a 
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BIRMINGHAM PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Bir- .ingham, Michigan • 



; » SUMMARY STATEMENT^ OF TASK FORCE CHARGE^ 

'The Board of Education passed an . amended Resolution #12 re the facilities, study 
at its November 14, 197^ meeting. ■ r ■ . 

RESOLVED: That Resolution #1 o'r'the May 16, 1972 meeting .regarding the . , 

closing' of an Elementary School be amended .by the deletiot^ ot ^ 

•the amendment adopted at that time which tead: ) ' - 

•• ■ ■ ~- ■ ' ' •/'■"■ ■ ■ V 

f ' "Cloae another elementary school ^y September ,- 1973 , after 

•• > ' propet safety precautions for students haVe been -provided ; _^ 

•-^VJ and a recpmr^iendation as to ^hich school .has been ma^e ^jy. ^ ~^ 

' "a study committee." - ■ . 

BE IT FURTHER. RESOLVED, THAT . 

k thorough .study be made of the facilities^ and . the future needs 
of the school district with recommendations. This study is to 
- . be conducted by an' administrative group utilizing the" P. T .A. 

Representatives as a reaction panel. This panel, will assist in 
determining the approach to be used, will review the data ^ 
presented and will react to the rJtommendations prior to 
. their being presented to the Board. The Phase I Report is to 
be -submitted in February. The Phase II Report, dealing with 
lonjg-range plannln^^, is to follow in several months. 

- ♦* ■ 

The task force committee reviewed this revised , resolution to determine or agree on 
what our charge should be,. The following general statements will guide . the work, 
of the task force. 

The Facilities Task Force will make a thorough study,of the physical plant (schools 
and administration). and. make recommendations to the Board regarding: 

. * ■ 1) Do our present facilities meet present heeds of the district? . 

2) Will these facilities ajjl^uately meet the needs of the. district 
for the foreseeable f^re? ' 

3) Do we have facilities that will not be needed to adequately carr^ 
on our educational program for the foreseeable future? / 

The task for^e will plan to present a progress report to the Board lf\^\l 
\o the necessity to study the^ntire K-12 needs of the district for the 
present and the near future p years) before recommendations can be mAde , . 
the task force will probabl/not make recommendations that would require 
significant changes for the U973-74 school year. \ 

We agreed that the essence of our charge is not changed as 'a result of the Board's 
amending the resolution. The significant change is in the time schedule. 

. ^""^'^^ *12 ^ . . 

■* . 2 1 
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"alternatives for' use of classroom space 



ALTERNATIVE : UTILIZE MORE CLASSROOMS BY LOWERING TH?* AVERAGE CLASS SIZE FOR THE DISTR 



The 1972-73 average class, size is just under 27 students. 
TheoreticAlly, if the aH^fage.^ize was Iwered *by I student 
we would 'Spccupy" approximately 23 additional rooms; con-" . 
versely, if the^average size were 'raised to 28<' we would- 
occupy, approximately 21 few^r classrooms . 





POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES ^ 

1. Most people agree smaller classes 
are better- for kids. ^ 

2. Good use of space. 



3. Probably goal in teacher bargaining. 

4. Teacher-pupil relationship could be 
closier , 

5. "Slow" students might get more he\p. 



possible: disadvantages r 

« il, Costl (Staffing & Operating) decreafsin^ 
- by one student adds approximately 
$250,000 to the budget. , 

* ' • 

2. Research shows little evidence that 
small size increases learning'. 



REACTION 



2/73 
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ALTfeRNATIVES FOR USE OF CLASSROOM SPACE 

. ■ ■ ' - ' .•' ■ -■ ■ ■ ^ •X'^'c ■ , ' 

- ALTE^TIVg : BAIANCE' ELEMENTARY* ENROLLMENT TO PftOVIDfi^FOR BETTER UTILIZATION OF 

_ SPACE IN BUimiNG?. , ^ . • ' \ j 

' This means 6hat' attendance ^reas would be adjusted to increaffev* 

. ^ e^irbllments in low^nrollment schools and decrease enrollmentB. . / 

- - ^ in high enrollment schoqis. '^This would not 'reduce district . 

^ •* ' .capacity -and Would not savia ntoney. ~ . - j 



r 



POSSIBLE ABVAOTAGES; 

' ■• 

1. Total building enrollments could be 
adjusted closer to optimum size 

450-550. • _ 

• 

2. Excessively large and small classes 
could b^, avoided, 



Auxiliary space would be mo^e equitably 
allotted in all » buildings . 

Administrative responsibility would 
be more equitably spread. 

Educational program options .would be 
improved, i.e., fewer split classes,, 
easier integration of special educa- 
tion students', learning center option 
rbore possible. 



POSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES 

1. 'Attendance ateas ^^bivElti , need to be re- 
4 districted . " 

A. Friends may be separated , ^^ / ^ ' 

B. \Spme. children would need to' travel 

greater distances to school. 

C. Busing costs may be increased. 
' d\ Long established aff iiratlg>Si|5ij|ay 

,■ be severed. . ^ ?>-!^^' ; 



Mayneed to limit open enrollment 
more than wo.uld otherwise be the case. 



REACTION : 
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' ALTERNATIVES 'fC» USE OF CLASSROOM SPACE 



ALTERNATIVES: SHARE CLASSROOM SPACE WITH ADJACENT DISTRICJS 

^ V Since tM district has availablfe spice at the elementary and 

Juii'ior high school levels,] it might be possible to/provide ^ 
.instructional space to neighboring districts on some type of 
cooperative basis* 



POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES T 

1, Possibly certain i^istructional 
programs could be shared that 
one district alone could not 
afford. , ' 

2. Space coutd be used in our district 
for cooperative programs with other 
districts that would enhance the 
educational experience foi^ Birm- 
ingham' s youth. Students from 

the coopeifative/district would be 
transported to our facilities. 




POSSIBLE DISADVANtAGBS 



1. Neighboring .districts in Oakland 
County are not experiencing growth, 
consequently 'most of them have more 
J instructional space than they 
cuthreTxtly need* ' 



REACTION: 
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ALTERNATIVES FOR USE OF ClASSROOM SPACE 



ALTERNATIVE : 



UTILIZE ONE OR MORE OF OUR BUILDINGS OR A PORTION THEREOF ON 
"SEMI -VOUCHER PLAN". 



This means "contracting out" a group of children, with special 
interests or special problems to a group of 'teacWs who would 
agree to accomplish certain goals in return for a promised amount 
of remuneration. For eicample, a group of three teachers might 
agree to take a group of 50 verv poor readers for one semester 
and guarantee increased abillty\o a certain level for a specific 
amount of money. This kind of program would need space. 



POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES 

•1. Similar plans have worked in some 
other places, (i.e. Gaty, Indiana). 

2. It might be worth a try. 

3. Could provide motivation for the 
poorly motivated (teacher as well 
as student) . - 



PfiSS TBLE DISADVANTAGES 

1. . Could be more expenisive. 

2. Voucher plan very controversial; most 
have been dropped . 

3. ;Sucii plans are. generally considered y' 
only in low, achievement schools. 



REACTION : 
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ALTERNATIVES FOR USE OF CLASSROOM SPACE 



ALTERNATIVE: 



VARYING PATTERNS OF ORGANIZATION 



By varying organizational patterns more. effective use might be 
macje of existing epace« • 

A. Organize as a K-5, 3, 4 district- by creating middle schools 
in place of junior high scrrbols. 

B. A second plan might, be elimination of fradit'ional elementary 
grade organization and adopt the multi-unit elementary^ 
school type of organization that is the basis for the ' 
indiv.idually guided education (IGE) approach. Elementary 
schools, divided into instructional units of 75-150 pupils, 
are staffed by unit leaders, unit teachers, aides and clerical 
staff. Each unit contains a multi-aged pupil population, a 
.nongraded approach to curriculum design and learning programs 
designed for indrvidual 'students . 

l^OSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES . ^ 



POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES 



K-5,3,4 plan of organization 

a) Reduce number of elementary schools 
needed more efficient use o^ 
existing ones. 

b) Could reduce overemphasis on too 
early departmentalization often 
attributed to junior high schools. 

c) Eliminate divis.ion currently exist- 
ing in the 4 year program of grades 
8 - 12. 

The multi-unit school, 
a) Greater attention to individual 
needs of students. 



1. K-5,3,4 pfan organization 

a) * Would require widespread redistrict- 

ing of stuflents at all levels. 

b) Would require a major curriculum 
revision i£ to implement middle 
school objectives. 

c) Major displacement of staff. 

d) Might require additional busing., 

2. The Multi-unit School ' 

a) M^jor inservice program required. 

b) Would not be an economy in space : . 
utilization. 

c) Would not eliminate small inefficient 
elementary schobls. 



REACTION: 
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ALTERNATIVES FOR USE OF CLASSROOM SPACE 



ALTE RNATIVE : CLOSE OtfE OR MORE ELEMENTARY BUILDINGS 

' . - - ■ — -J 

This option had serious public relation Implications in that 
It removes, in effect, a school from the local neighborhood. 
This optionr may be justified where there is a felt obligation 
'to run the district in the most efficient manner possible. 



POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES 

1. Increase the overall operating 
efficiency oi the district. 



POSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES, 

1. Redistricting of the attendance area 
would be necessary. 



2. Savings to the district: 2 

a) Where building is closed completely 

b) Where building is mothballed. 



3. Better utilization of Associate 
teachers . 

4, Increased enrollment at receiving 
school (jf) provides for improved 
options!, i.e. , fewer split classes , 
better integration of special edu- 
cation students', improved possibility 
for establishing a learning center. 



Sgme children wbuld have farther to 
go to school . 

3. Possible increase in number of bussed, 
students . ' 



4. Creates a public relation problem 

with parents. , , 

** 

5. Long established affiliations may be 
severed. Friends may be separated. 



;5. >" Releasee thfe ^buildit^^ " 7 



REACTION: 
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ALTERNATIVES FOR USE OF (CLASSROOM SPACE 



A 



' alternative : INITIATE PRE -gCHOOL PROGRAM 

this would provide a program for >hildren who ar6 four years 
of age. This would require a4}proximately 15 classrooms for 
1974-75, assuming they were used for two sessions each day. 



POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES POSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES 

1. Will assist in the early identi- 1. Cost. (Approximation $170, dBo). There 
fication of children vith various would be no State aid for the program, 

developmental problems and provide Parents could be charged a ^'fee", 

£ox their early remediation. 

2\ ' Opportunity to develop a child study 
laboratory for secondary students, 
enabling them to study child growth 
and development by working with children. 



REACTION : 
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ALTERNATIVES FOR USE OP ClASSROOli SPACE 



ALTERNATIVE : UTILIZE ONE OR MORE OF OUR BUILDINGS OR PORTIONS THEREOF ?0R A 
'~' VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL. 

We would presume this to mean training eJijperlences In addition to 
those we now can provide at feur^two high Whools . Courses preparing 
. students on part-day or full-time basis. 



POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES 

1. Our program has been criticized 
for a lack of "career" courses. 

2. ,SEOVEC becomes overloaded in some 
programs, (i.e., auto mechanit:s). 

3. The program would be closei; to home. 

4. More students might enroll in ^voc- 
tech courses instead of unrealistic - 
,ally planning an "academic" career. , 



POSSIBLE d;^sadvantages 



1. Our tax payers are aiready paying for 
SEOVEC. 

2. SEOVEC now is able to handle almost all 
■ BPS students who are Interested. ^ 

3. Voc-Tech facilities^ are very expei>8lve. 

4. The' worl-d-of -work changes rapidly, hence 
causing expensive changes in facilities.' 



REACTION ; 



EKLC 
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ALTERNATIVES FOR USE aF CLASSR(X3M SPACE 



ALTERNATIVE ; ESTABLISH CONTINUING EDUCATICAJ CENTER(S) 

^is would provide a' letting for adults to continue their 
* education, complete requirements for , |raduation, acquire 
^leisure time skills. Job up-grading, etc. This plan would 
require use of several rooms in several buildings. 



POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES 

1. Provide a daytime "credit" program 
for adults who are reluctant to 
attend day school with high school 
age students. 

2. Recreation and leisure time center in 
. a neighborhood school . 



POSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES 

1. Cost will qualify for State aid, but 
this will not support the program. 
Cannot charge a fee if person is 
meeting graduation requirements • 

2. Competition with ConHminity House. 

3. Costly ta operate* small classes 
whlclt/are likely under thi§ arrangement 



REACTION : 
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'ALTERllATIVES 50R .USE OF ClASSROOM SPACE 



ALTEIOIATlV :^ OPERATE ONE OR MORE BUILDINGS ON A REDUCED BUDGET 

This ^Mion would have merit if parents felt very stongly 
' ^ abdut ^avln^ a school in the immediate neighUorhood in spite 
of tt\& disadvantages that' would accompany it . ^ 



POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES 

1. Permits keeping a neighborhood school 
open as opposed to closing it 

, completely. • 

2. Allows for some savings, to 
district by closing aff part of a- 
building. - / ^ 

3. Releases part, of the" building for 
other uses. 



POSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES 

1. Savings would be not as great as w|fen 
the building U closed, ^ 

2. May create part-time or dual principal- 
'/ship. • . . , 

3. May reduc€^.<ei.ducaeional options; more 
split classes; less chance to integrate 
special education students; reduces 
practicality of creating «nd running a 
viable learning center. 

4. Tends to increase the range in class 
size from very small to excessively 
large. 

5. Per pSpil operating cost would probably 
be higher. , , 



REACTION : 
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ALTERNATIVES FOR USE OF CLASSROOM SJACE 



ALTERNATIVE : USg^^OF FACILITIES FOR COLLEGE COURSE WORK BgYOND' GRADE TWELVE 



This could be accomplished by adding a grade to the senior high 
school or establishing a one or two year community college In a 
separate building • i 



POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES 

\ 1, This.wou^ld provide the opportunity 
to begin college without leaving 
home . . • A ' 

■ 'J 



POSSIBLE nrSADVANTAGES 

1. Cost. Adding one or two grades woulcjl 
require additional funding. These* 
costs would haye to be in addition to 
those for th€? K-12 program and much 
would have to be paid- by local tax 



3. 



payers, 



With post secondary opportunities ^ 
available in the area , the" need^ is 
questionable • 

Most Mrmingham students interested 
In post seconda^:%ducation would 
probably not be|pttracted to a local 
school. 




REACTION : 



ALTERNATIVES^ FOR USE OF ClASSKOOM SPACE 



alternative ": ' ESTABLISH A LEARNING RESOURCE C^ER ^ACH SCHOOL 



these will 'enable the school to better meet the educational 
heeds of all students, including tbos^ with Uearning disabilities 
as well as the gifted. Would require ^t least two rooms in each 
building. 



POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES 



/ 



1. Enhance and impi^ove t^e educational 
program. - 

l 

2. Provide resource for students who* 
need individual attention, especially 
those with learning problems . 

3. Provide opportunity for independent 
stu3y. 



Cost- Will require additional staff, 
equipinent, and materials.; Cost can 
be minimized by using State reimbursed 
j^emedial reading teachers. 

^ (SIO'O.OO per teachet) . 




REACTION : 
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One of the 12 alternatives originally considered by the .Facilities Study Committee 
was the possibility of operating our schppls on aireduced cost basis. This one 
is still in the picture, and this statement; is "an attempt to summarize the 
Consmittee's position and recommendation for making some small, reductions in 
operating costs in schools for next year. Our recommendation to begin to i 
reduce operating costs is to place in effect a restriction requiring reduced 
custodial services in several elementary schools which will further require 
some type of reduction in room use. We would further explain this to mean, 
that we are recommending a reduction of 3%. custodial positions posfitibn at 
each of seven different schools). These reductions are made in schools where 
enrollment is low and/or there are several unassigned classroans. Our basic 
rationale is that we cannot afford to provide a high degree of custodial services 
in situations where we have enrollment declines, and several "vacant" class 
rooms. Typically, school s^afifs have ^'spread out**, thereby using all unassigned 
space. We probably cannot afford to provide full custodial services in 
* situations such as these. ' . ■ » 

The Consnittee met with each principal involved Wecinesday, June 6* After 
significant discussion, and upon reconmendat ions of the principals, we ha^e 
decided to recommend reduced custodial services rather than of f icially ^closing 
a significant number of classrooms. The principals will work out the details 
and arrangement of the reduced servicea in each of th^ir own buildings. It 
may be" necessary for principals to designate certain rooms as "closetf* for 
all use for next year. It may also be possible that certain rooms will be 
designated for ''limited use" with little or no custodial services provided.- 
Otl>er ^arrangement8 as worked out a'ppropriately by the principal with his head 
i:ustodian may be possible. Besi^er the aavingd realized iu^'salaries fot: the y 
positions which will be eliminajte'd, we also expect to realize $mall a^viitgB • 
in utility costs and supplies. The projected reduced operating cost saving 
on the elementary Ipvel would be approximately $30,000. 

We have also placed in effect our recoranendation to reduce junior high school 
custodial positions which, will provide a net savings of approximate 13^^4,000. 
The attached information sheet indicates the schools where custodi^ services 
will be reduced. * 
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POURTH^-FRIDAy ENROLLMENT DATA . 
■' 1966 - 1972 " . 



GRADE 



K 
1 

3 
4 

5; 

6' 



7 
8 
9 



TOTAL 7-9 



10 
11 

I 

12 



1966, 



1967 



1968 



196^ 



1970 



1971 



14.31 
1228 

1254 
1274 
1373 
1433 
1359 



TOTAL K-6 93 5 2 



1411 
1353 
1365 



1350 
1179 
1132 



TOTAL 10-12 3661 



■1385 
859 
1065 
1755 
14 1 3 
1313 

: 1564 



1314 

1152 

1211U. 

1255, 

1313 

•1347 ■ 



1389 



125t3- 
1138 
1154 
1202 
1256 
135 5 
1365 



1130 
1047 
1102 
1110 
1214 
12 38 
1339 



'974 
1015 
■ 1070 

9 

1139 

12 3^4 
1304 



9354 



8981 



8720 



1408 
. 1432 
■ 1399 



4239 



4 341 



4 35-5 



• 42bC 



4206 



1485 
1349 
1167 



1454 
1445 
1291 



1488 .. 

1430 

1373 



1463 
1469 
1358 



1526 
143K5 
1412 



4001 



4190 



4291 



42,90 



4374 



GRAND TOTAL 17142 17594 17512 17366 16750 16472 

" Does not include special education students 



1972 



917 
871 
933 
1039 
107 9 
1127 
1203 




J> t' -> o 



1435 
1469 
138B 



4292 



15397 
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12/12/72 

SUMMARY bF WES TINGHOUSE PRO JECTIC^^ .■ . ' ' 



■ -.PAST tjlSTORY ■ ■ \ ' WESTINGHOCSE PRQJECTl Q/kS 



CP A HP 


1970 


1971 , 


' 1972 


1973 


^974 


1975 


K ' 


113 0 


974 


917 


826, 


744 


. 670 


J- 


X u** / 


-L U -L ^ 




822 


740 


667 


2 ' 


1102 


1070 


■ 933 


. 845 


798 


■/ 71G! 


3. 


1110 


1139 


-103-9 


" 935 


847 


800 


4 . ■ • 


1214 


, 1156 


■ 1079 


lof3. 


,93 0 


842 


5 


1238 


1234 


1127 


■ 1074 


1029 


926 


6 


1339 . - 


13 04 


1203 ■ 


1143 


1089 


1044 


TOTAL K-6 V 


,8igO 


7892 


7169 


6678 


6177 


56G7 


7 


1350^ 


1340 


• 

.-1251 


11 / y 


1 iz u 


l^v^^ / 


8 


143 0 } 


lJUB 


1322 






11^0 


9 


IdUU' 




1 4 0 ^ 






11 Q7« 


TOT^Cili' 7- 9 . 


4280 


"4206 


3936 


3771 


3578 


3392 


10 


1463 


1526 


1435 


1355 


1324 


^ 1263 


11 


. '1469 


1436 


1469 


1395 


1317 


1287 


•59 

12 


1358^ 


1412^ 


1388 


1416 


1345 


1269 


TOTAL 10-12 


4^90 


4374 


42 92 « 


4166 


3 986 

A — 


^■■3815 


GRAND TOTAL 
• 


16750 


16472 p 


15397 


14615 

1 


^_i374l' 


1?0V8 



DOGS not includ:j Special Education 



APPENDIX F 



ENROLLMENT ..HISTORY ■ 

AND ,-'; ^ ^ . 
' WESTINGflOUSi. PROgECt IONS 



' 12/12/72 



SCHOOL 


1969 


1970 < 


1971 :' 




1973 \ 


1974^ 1 


1975 ^ 




584 


539 


523 ' ■ 


1. 474 


446 


400 


• 

372 - 


BALDWIN 


A% ■ 


. : 415 


383 










BEiVERLY 


.S48 


. 538' 


535 


497 


% 475 

♦ ■ ■ .' 


■■»■■• 


383 


:• BINGHAM FARMS' 


479 ■ 


437 


• 394 


, f346 . 


305 




0 0 A 

22^ 


BLOOMFIELD VILLAGE 294 


256 . 


-cOl ^ 


252 




722 • 


910 


.EVERGREEN 


568 ' 


543 


JO VJ 




-467 


441 


. 401 


'franklin 


334 


340 * 






270 


245- ' 


.209>'. 


GREENFIELD 


.. 544 


He 


5Qi " ' 


553 


,538 


■ 545 


.540 . 




705 




626 ; 




. 517 


. 447 


388 


MEADOW "LAKE 


D3t> 


S13 
j>. ^ 


: . ;46i 


• 417 


- . . 380 


'356 


. 323 


C^IIDVALE / 


320' ' 


^^20 


/'; 306 


331 . 


' 301 \ 


258 


224 


■ - ■ " / ■ 
"PEMBROKE ^ 


574 


S45- 
J** 


.537 


47^ 


447 


422 


4'02 


"pierce 


- 624 


597 


, '557 


586" 


540 


514 ' 


496 


QUARTON 


. 580 ' 


559 


.524 


59> 


- 566 ■ 


' 5.35.. 


487 


TORRY 


459 


418 


453 ^ 


421 


\ 393 




^51 


. ,v^LLCY WOODS i' ' 


■ ■'■■445 ' ■ 


; ■ 407 


384 


. 336 


306 . ' 


274 




■ WAImJT LAKE , 


■ 371 


344 


344 ' 


- 336 




281 


.250 


WESTCFiHlSTER 


281 


259 


252 


195 


169 


172 


- .160 . 


TOTALS - 


8719 


Q 1 on / 


7892 


7 16'9 ° 


6678 


6177 


5667 


BARNUM 


709 


682 


. 649 


'620 


585 


56-7 


529 


BERKSHIRE 


looo . 


10«1 


1008 


945 


903 


852 


' 8 34- 


COVINGTON 


815 


^07 


■ 776 


722 


686 


632 


594 . 


DERBY 


1015 - 


994 


1036 


97-8 


, 9l0 


907 


880' ' 


WEST>'!!MAPLE 


816 


776 


' 737 


671 . 


. 6^87 


620 


555'. 


TOTALS 


4355 


■ 4280 , 


4206 - 


3936 

- < 


' 3771 


3579 


3392 


GROVES . ^ 


2042 


2077 


2136 


'2103 


2023 


1958 . 


1870 


SEAHOLM 


2249 


2513 


2238 ^ 


2189 


2143/ 


• 2028 


^ 1.949^ - 


^ TOT^iLS 


.4291 


. 4290' 


4,374 


II ' 4292 


; . 4166 


,3986 


"7~381? 


GRAND TOTALS 


17366 


167 50 


- 1647 2 


15397 


14615 


'13741' 


12878 
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BlRMINGHAl-I PUBLIC SCHOOLS 



ELEMENTARY SCHOaL 

BUTLDING ■■ CA PAC ITIES "'V 




AbAMS 


7 

c 


9 1 


J 


/b 


,_ — 


, 567 


075 


7Q2 








IIEVF.RLY 


2 


' 18 


3 


23 


108 


486 


' 594 


^ 621 








BINGMM FARi-S^ 


2 


16 


2 


20 


lOS 


43 ^ 




Dh-<J 


Z 






BLOOtfFIELD V ^ 


1 


1 1 


3 








3 51 


J f o 




J 


■ 


EVERGREEN 


' 1 ■ 


14 


2 


17 


54' 






^■-) z 






0 


° FFvANl^LlN 


1 


12 


3 


J- vJ 


54 




-> / o 


AH S 








GREENFIELD 


2 


17 


3 


22 


108 


4 59 


5^1? 

J u / 


• 

•J J 


2 




■ 


HARTJVN 


2 


■•23 


3 


28 


108 


621 


7 99 


7 5 


2 






MEADOW U\KE 


2 


17 


3 


22 


108 


459 


567 


594 






k - • 


MTDVALE 


1 • 


' 11 


3 




54 


297 


3 S 1 


^^7 9 








PEMBROKF 


^ 


■.•2 0 


3 


25 


inr. 


540 




67 3 


3 






PIERCE 


2 


19 


' ./3 


24 


108 


. 513 


621 


648 


2 






>Ji\l\ 1 Win 


2 


4 9 


3 




108 


513 


f^9 1 


n o 








TORRY / 


2 


16 


, 3 


21 


108 


432 


540 


567 




1 




VALLEY WOODS \ 


2 


17 


3 


22 



108 


459 


567 


•59A 








WALNinr L^KF 


I 


13 


3 


17 


54 


351 


40 S 


432 








WESTCHKSTCR 


1^ 


14 


3 


IR 


54 


378 




4 59 


4 ■' 


1 




: ?ub Totals 


2R 


2 7S 


4q 


35S 


1512 7506 


9018 


\ 

9432 


19 






Special Education 
^ and Dept. OC_fices 


1-24 


24 


















TOTALS . 


28 


254 


73 


355 


1512 


6858 


8370 


878A 








\ . 
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ESTIMATES OF ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL ROOM USE FOR 
'l973'-74 



o 

CO 
CO 

^- 



u 

CO 



I 

6h 



/ 



tq Q " 



- 3 ■ ^ 



VO 



I 

O 



CO 
CO 



'I 

CO 



■1 



O 

ft? ' 

I 

CO 
CO 

I 



CO 
CO 



AD/VMS 


26 


2 




1 * 


15 


r 

j 

8 


2 


6 . 


BEV^-'RLY 


23 


2 






16 


5 

^ — 


2 


^ 3 


BINGHAM FARMS 


20 


2 


2 




12 


4 


1 


3 


BLOOMFIELD VILLAGE 


15 


2 




3 


9 


1 


1 


.0 


' EVERGULEN 


17 


2 






15 


0 


0 


0 


FRANKLIN 


16 


2 






10 


4 


1 


3 


GRxZENFIELD ' 


22 


2 


2 




18 


0 


0 


0 


HARLAN 


28 


2 


2 




18 




2 


4 

— n— ■ 


..hf'adow ume 


22 


Ji 

2 






13 


7 


1 


6 


MIDVALE 


15 


2 






11 


2 


1 


1 


Pr\MHjlOICE 


25 


2 


1 2 




15 


5 


2 


3 ' 


PIERCE 


24 


2 


2 




19* 


1 


1 


0 


QUAi^TON 


24 


■ 2 






• ZU 


Z 


9 

J 


0 


— -sr^^ 

TORRY \ 


V 21 


2 




1 


14 


4 


1 


3 


VALLCY 'J GODS 


22 


2 


2 




11 


7 


1 


6 


^ WALNUT LAKJ- . 


17 


2 


2 




11 ^ 


^'^ . 2 


1 


1 


;JESTCMr:STER 


18 


2 


A 


2 


7^ 


3 


1 


2 


; ■ . •. . ^ TOTALS 


355 


34 


19 


7 


234 


61 


20 


41 - 


V - :^ ■ 


















' *-* ; 
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BIRMINGHAM PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Blrmlnghain, Michigan 



CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF A SCHOOL(S) TO BE CONSIDERED FOR CLOSING 



Where it becomes necessary to close one or more schools In a district, the selection 
process is a difficult one at best. In an attempt to make the procedure objective, 
three basic criteria have been developed. 

1. Location In Relation To Neighboring Schools 

a. Hopefully h contiguous attendance area could be maintained. 

b! Receiving schools would preferably be adjacent and could adequately 
' - house redistricted children. 

c. Closing this school would result in a minimum of redlstr icting 
problems. 

2. Adequacy of Facility ^ 

^ .a. This school is educationally less flexible. (Can't accommodate changing 
and varying programs as well. 

b. Age of the building is a detriment. 

c. Difficulty and/or cost of ongoing maintenance is greater. 

d. Need for major (costly) maintenance or renovation. 
Si^e of and/or the layout of the site Is less adequate. 



e 

Enrollment Factors 

a. Closeness to optimum efficient operating enrollment: (450+) . 
Potential for student gain or loss. 

Other less important factors that would be considered where they apply are:, 

a. Differences in operating cost savings. 

b. Differences in resulting transportation costs. 

c. Safety Implications. . * 

d. Resale value and/or disposition of property. ' 



lining the accompanying form the three criteria may be applied to each school. Making 
use of a rating scale of 0 to 5 for each of the criteria, a numerical school closing 
'index^' could be obtained. This, index" would then be used to rank order the school 
in terrag of their suitability for closing. 
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SCHOOL CtdSING INDICES 



Birmingham Public Schools ' May. 1973 





1 SCHOOL CLOSING CRITERIA 


Initial 
School Closing 
Index 


School 




11 


- Ill 

Enrollment Factor 


ADAMS 




4 


2 


9-10 


BEVERLY 




1 


0-1 


3-4 


BINGHAM FARMS 


•J 


n 


3-4 


6-7 


BLOOMFIELD V. 


t; 




5 


13-14 


EVERGREEN 




n 


0 


0-1 


FRAtJKLIN 




■J 


4 


10-11 


GREENFIELD 




1 

X 


0 


1-2 


HARLAN 


H- 1 
U* X 




1 


1-3 


MEADOW LAKE 




0 


2-3 


5-7 


MIDVALE 


3-4 


1 


4 


8-9 


PEMBROKE 


3 


1 


0-1 


4-5 


PIERCE 


1-2 


3 


0-1 


4-6 


qUARTON 


0-1 


2 


. 0-1 


2-4 


' TORRY 


1 


1 


2 


4 


VALLEY WOODS 


2-3 


1-2 


3-4 


6-9 


WALNUT, LAKE 


0-1 


1-2 


3 


4-6 


WESTCHESTER 


4-5 


0 


5 


9-10 



Rating Scale 0-5 

0= Low potential for closing 

5= High potential for closing 



FG/tn 
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ELEMENTARY BUILDING OPERATING COST ESTIMATES 

1973-74 



1 

SCHOOL 


UTILITIES 


■ANNUAL 
MAINTENANCE 
6c SUPPLIES 


CUSTODIAL 
SALARIES^'VVc 


ADMINIS/ 
CLERICAL 
SALARIES^'^^''- 


TOTALS^"-"'"' 


Adams 


16,600 


6 ,700 


29,400 


34,000 


86,700 ^ 


Bever ly 


13,400 


6,700 


29,000 


33, 100 


82 ,200 


Binghain Farms 


23,400 


6 ,300 


24,400 


33,900 


88,000 


B loomf ie Id Village 


11,100 


6,000 


' 2 0, '000 ' 


21,200 


58,300 


Evo rgreen 


15,600 


6,500 


2 9,900 


34,000 


' 86,000 


Frank I in 


15,100 ' 


"6,300 


25,100 


33,600 


-eo,-i-oe 


Greenfield 


10,700 


6,500 


•29,200 


32 ,800 . 


• 79,200 


Har Ian 


20,600 


6,700 


29,500 


34,000 . 


90,800 


Meadow ^ La ko 


16,400 


6,500 


29,300 


• 

33,400" 


85,600 


Midva le 


11,800 . 


6,200 


24,300 


32 ,600 


74,900 


Pembroke 


15,900 


6, 500 


29,300 


33,400 


85;i00 


Pierce 


15,300 


6,500 


29,000 


33,400 


84,200 


Qua r ton 


15,200 


6,500 - 


29,400 


32 ,800 


■ 83,900 


Tor ry 


11 ,200 


6,500 


29,300 


34,000 


81 ,000 . 


Va 1 lev Woods 


16,200 


6, '700 • 


29,400 


34,000 


86,300. 


Walnut Lake 


11,600 


6,300 


,•24,400 


30,600 


72,900 


Westchester 


13 ,800 


6,200 ^ 


19,900 


'21,000 


60, 900 



"These figures include a projected estimate for salary improvements ^or 1973-74* 
Final figures will be available after contract settlements have been determined. 
The net savings the district woO Id actua 1 ly realize from closing a building could 
be as much as $5,000 less than the figures (totals) shown here due to the seniority 
clauses in nor contract agreements with our employee groups. 
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ERLC 



ELEMENT^Y BUSB^G 197 2-7 3 



SCHOOL 
ADAMS 
BEVERLY 
BINGliAM FARMS 
BLOOMFIELD VILLAGE 
FRANKLIN 
GREENFIELD 
HARLAN 
MEADOW LAKE 
Mlf)VAL^ 
QUARTON 
• VALLEY WOODS 
WALNUT LAKE 

LADY QUEEN 
HOLY NAME 
ST. REGIS 



it^ BUSES 
2 
5 
4 
2 
4 
3 
3 
7 
1 
1 
6 

3 ' 

6 
7 
10 



TOTAL 
56- 

1^7 

184 
78. 

164 

174 ■ 

^"94 ■ 

266 
53 ' 
62 
- 220 

147 



1665 

201 

298 

380 ' 
879 

2544 TOTAL ELEMENTARY 



-5- 
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To: Facilities Committee November 10, 1972 

From: J.V. O'Neil 

Subject: Potential Growth in the district 

*■ ■ 

Within the district there are two areas o^f -potent ial growth, the Flint . 
fatm in the Walnut Lake attendance area and vacant land in the feingh^m 
Farms attendance area. 

1. Flint Farms: This area, 200 acres, is being developed at the 
present time. 92 homes have been built and 88 are occupied as 

.of this date. There is a potential of 270 homes in this area. 
As, homes are built^ as they are sold, there is no good estimate 
when this total of 270 will be reached. The price of a home 
begins at $70^000. 

2. Bingham Farms :^ The area south of 13 Mile p^d and east of Telegraph 
is at present underdeveloped. The property' f^orit.Jng on Telegraph is 
zoned commercial. The remainder of the area has be^n a subject of 
controversy for a- number of years. The owner is asking for a 
multiple dwelling zoning while the Village of Bingham Farms has it 
zoned single dwelling. Until this is resolved it would be 
difficult to predict potential growth in this area. However, the 
area could probably be accommodated at Binghairi Farm^ School 

under any zoning established' by the Village of Bingham Farms. 

T / ' 

»3. It is possible that some ti^me in the future Knollwood Country Club^ 
Birmingham Country Clubhand Oakland Hills Country Club 
could ,jt>e developed into residental properties but there is no 
indication of that happening at this time. 

Large estates in the Bingham Farms and^ western Walnut Lake area^^ 
may be subdivided sometime in the future and should be considered. 
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'BIRMINGHAM SCHOOL DISTRICT RESIDENTS ATT ENDING NGN PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
_ . - ^gptjen^er 29, 1972 . ■ 





K, 


1 
1 


0 ~ 
L 


•J 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11- 12 




ADAMS 




16 


11 


12 




'l9 


22 












, 99 


BEVERLY ■ ■ ' 






25 


29 


20 


■ 26 


37 












•159 


BINGHAM 


4 


23' 


17 


19 


2,3 


, 25 


31 












142 


BL VILLAGE 


3 


11 


6 


. 15 


■ 20 


16 


, 17 




8 








88 


EVERGREEN 


1 


8 


5 


9 


13 


3 


7 










• 


46 


FRANKLIN , 


1 


6 


2 


4 


4 




7 




1 








28 


GREENFIELD 


2 


12 


17 


11 


16 




11 












83 


flARLAN 




10 


15 


9^ 


u 


14 


10 












'^75 


MEADOW LAKE 


2 


I 


5 


6 


7 


8 


• 5 












34 


MIDVALE • 


1 


3 


, 7 


7 


9 


.13 


IB 












58 


PEMBROKE 


1 


7 


5 


■ 2 


6 


7 . 


8 












' 36 


PIERCE 


3 


. 9 


13 


13 


10 


10 


6 












b4 


QUARTON . 


16 


19 


35 


41 


36 


50 


5ff 












255 


TORRY 




1 


. 2 


3 


■ 1 


1 


1 








a 


7 


10 


iVALLEY WOODS 




8 


20 


19 


15 


23 


■ 25 










111 


WALNUT LAKE 




3 


2 


3 


3 


0 


6 












18 


WESTCHESTER 




16 


22 


19 


^J5_ 


_i4^ 


25 












122 


I TOTAL 


44 


' 175 


209 


221 


228 


257 


294 












1428 



BERKSHIRE 
COVINGTON 
DERBY 

WEST MAPLE 



GROVES 

seaholm' 

TOTAL 
s 

GRAND TOTAL 



35 


35 


24 


75 


107 


82 


124 


112 


128 


41 


,4? 


37 


17 


"l8 


34' 


292 


317 


305 



r 



94 

i264 
364 
123 

69 



914 



145" 121 110 379 
216 la o 174 570 
361 30-f 284 949 



44 



175 209 221 228 257 294 292 317 305 361 • 304 284 3291 
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SIZE OF SCHOOL SITES (ACRES) 



ADAMS 
BARNUM- 
BEVERLY 
BERKSHIRE 



6,0 
5.0 
10,0 
32.0 



BLOOMFIELD VILLAGE 4 . 0 



COVINGTON 

DERBY 

EVERGREEN 

FRANKLIN 

GREENFIELD 

GROVES 

HARLAN 



20.0 
32.0 
10.3 

5:0 
13.1 

50.0 
10.0 



MIDVALE 

MEADOW LAP 

PEMBROKE 

PIERCE 

QUARTON 

SEAHOLM 

TORRY 

VALLEY WOODS 
WALNUT LAKE 
WESTCHESTER 
BINGHAM FARMS 
WEST MAPLE 



5.7 
9.5 

,10.5 
13.1 

r 7.0 
46.0 

"7.0 
' 7.5 
7.0 
10.0 
10.0 
20.0 



/ 



11/15/72 

. r 
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COSTS OF ELEMENTAR .JHOOLS & ADDITIONS . 





ORIGINAL BUILDING, 


, 1ST ADDITION 


ADDITION 


SCHOOL 


YR, 


Cost 


Yr, 


Cost 


Yr. 


Cost 


Atliiiiui 


1921 




100 


270 000 


1970 

A / / U 


51,358 


Beverly 


1954 


f\\\ 17I 


17JJ 


224.062 


1970 


99,600 


Bloomfield 


' 1927 

ML ' 






?S 000 

L\J% \J\J\) 


1954 


231.728 


Bingham Fms. 


l/UO 


1 Hon nnn 

< 










Evergreen 


I7UU 


on '701 


1 








Franklin 




on nnn 


1940 




IQ^l 


117 711 


Greenfield 




7An' 

/OU, Jzo 


IV/U 


77 (\% 






Harlan 

< 






1962 




1070 


9f^7 '^^ft 
Zu/ 1 000 


Midyale 


1 Q^7 


7/0, 24o 

y 


1970 


70 






Meadojy Lake 




Coo /inn 


19oo 


I99R 0*1 ^ 






Pembroke 

■ , ' 




Oilf uiZ 




197 51? 

A7^ , UJli» 


1962 


116. 791 


Pierce ^ 


1094 ' 


070 nnn 


10/1 Q 

1949 




1950 


14 '414 


Qjarton 


r 

1097 


Qn nnn 


r 


IU| 7/0 


Ii, 

' 1970 

i 7 / U 


12 950 


Torry 


10^1 


\ 

0/11 QlT 

241, BJj 


^954 




i97n 

1? / u 

f 


7a 117 


Valley Wds'. 


1951. 


683, 712 


1966 


242,702 






V/alnut Lake 


1936 


22,-000 


1946 ' 


50,000 


1951 


53,627 


Westchester 


1962 


7^4; 246 


1970 


89,379 


1 





IFOTnoiP^ ■ "TOTAL 



Yr. 



1957 



Cost 



67,839 



1954 



265,952 



1970 



1954 



96,853 
32, 



Yr. 



1962 



Cast 



88,471 



1962 



-0- 



230,844 



127,548 



'4 



1957 



Yr. 



1970 



1970 



Cost 



72, 081 



173,200 



236,259 



1968 



23i7,S3 



:C0ST 
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456,358 
934,833, 
559, 119 

1,020,000 
811,727 

■815,727 
838,019 

1,160,493' 
855,481.' 
750,5341 

1,023,968 ■ 
5'] 3, 647 
656'',94^ 
738,511 

. 926,414 
728,187 

813,625^ 
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